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Executive Summary 
Slovakia has a formally established guardianship system for unaccompanied migrant children (UAM), 

primarily implemented through state-appointed guardians from the Office of Labour, Social Affairs and 

Family (OLSAF). The legal framework provides procedures for identification, placement in Centres for 

Children and Families, and court appointment of guardians; however, the system shows persistent 

implementation gaps and limited operational capacity. 

Key challenges identified by the national capacity assessment and confirmed by the roundtable include: 

(1) a rigid, single-modality guardianship model and overburdened guardians (often 50–60 cases), (2) 

delays and inconsistencies in guardian appointment, (3) absence of structured training, mentoring, and 

supervision, (4) lack of monitoring, evaluation, and complaint mechanisms, (5) fragmentation across 

ministries and weak cross-sector coordination, (6) “invisibility” of disability and lack of systematic 

disability-sensitive pathways, and (7) legal and procedural gaps affecting separated children, including 

those arriving from Ukraine under temporary protection or via informal arrangements (e.g., power of 

attorney). 

This recommendations report proposes an actionable roadmap to strengthen guardianship through: (a) 

establishing a binding national reference framework (definitions, protocols, time limits, referral 

pathways, quality indicators), (b) introducing a case manager/single responsible person for every child 

to ensure continuity of protection, (c) diversifying guardianship models beyond OLSAF and reducing 

caseloads, (d) institutionalizing mandatory training plus mentoring and supervision, (e) building a unified, 

privacy-compliant data/monitoring system to track children across institutions and relocations, (f) 

implementing intersectionality-informed data collection (including disability), and (g) securing sustainable 

funding that clarifies state responsibility and the complementary role of NGOs. 

The recommendations are designed to inform future GUIDE capacity-building activities, including 

webinars and practical guidance for guardians and stakeholders. 
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Introduction 
This report addresses national policy recommendations concerning the guardianship and protection 

system of unaccompanied foreign minors in Slovakia. It was developed by Tenenet within the 

framework of the GUIDE Project1, drawing on the outcomes of the National Roundtable and building on 

the findings emerging from the National Assessment. The National Roundtable in Slovakia brought 

together 24 participants on the 19th of November 2025, creating a space for exchange between public 

institutions, civil society organisations, guardians, universities, reception centres and practitioners directly 

involved in the system. 

The report aims to identify key challenges affecting the current functioning of the guardianship system 

and to put forward a set of targeted and operational recommendations to address them. Indeed, the 

recommendations presented below are grounded not only in desk research and existing literature, but 

also in the direct contributions of stakeholders working at different levels of the system. In this sense, the 

report reflects both a national snapshot of current practices and a collective effort to identify areas for 

improvement. 

The recommendations are organised around a number of macro-areas that reflect the main structural 

dimensions of the system, including the strengthening of guardianship through training, support and 

institutional engagement; the legal and policy reform, institutional strengthening, monitoring and evaluation 

system; the functioning of coordination mechanisms across actors; the long-term sustainability of a multi-

level guardianship system; the need for more consistent, intersectionality-informed data collection; and the 

broader European dimension of guardianship. Each area is presented through a set of challenges and 

related recommendations, to highlight both the main gaps and possible directions for improvement. 

The report is also closely connected to the broader logical framework of the GUIDE project and will 

feed into its upcoming activities. In particular, the most relevant recommendations will be further discussed 

and disseminated through a series of transnational webinars, each focusing on specific thematic 

priorities identified by project partners. These include the development of a national reference 

framework and coordinated referral pathways in Slovakia; the exploration of less visible challenges 

affecting guardians within the Greek child protection system; the strengthening of guardianship in Italy 

through integrated local support structures and improved stakeholder coordination; the legal, social and 

psychological dimensions of working with unaccompanied minors in Bulgaria, including the implementation 

of the EU Pact on Migration and Asylum; and the interplay between legal and psychosocial aspects of 

guardianship in Poland, with a particular focus on training, support and institutional frameworks. The 

webinars will be followed by national events and a final event at the European level in Brussels, 

aimed at fostering dialogue with institutional stakeholders and promoting the uptake of the 

recommendations. 

In terms of dissemination, the report targets both institutional actors and civil society organisations 

involved in the guardianship system. The findings and recommendations will be shared through project 

 
1 GUIDE’s (Supporting Guardians of Unaccompanied Children) project aim is to raise awareness of available 
resources, and support professionals and guardians caring for unaccompanied and separated children arriving in 
the EU from various countries and contexts. The project also aims to strengthen the capacity of national 
guardianship systems. It specifically focuses on providing support for guardians of children with disabilities 
and/or those at risk of developmental delays in five countries: Bulgaria, Greece, Slovakia, Italy, and Poland.  

https://easpd.eu/project-detail/guide/
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events, as well as through the communication channels of the partner organisations, with the aim of 

reaching relevant decision-makers while also strengthening coordination and joint advocacy efforts 

among civil society actors.  
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Part I. Current Legislative framework 
and Guardianship system for 
Unaccompanied Migrant Children 

National procedures for UAM and gaps in practice 

Slovakia has established a formal legal and institutional framework for the identification, protection, 

and representation of unaccompanied migrant children. This framework is based in particular on Act 

No. 305/2005 Coll. on Social and Legal Protection of Children and Social Guardianship, Family Act No. 

36/2005 Coll., Act No. 404/2011 Coll. on Residence of Foreigners, Act No. 480/2002 Coll. on Asylum, 

and Act No. 40/1993 Coll. on Slovak Citizenship. On paper, the system contains the main procedural 

components required for an initial child-protection response: identification by the competent authorities, 

referral to the child-protection system, temporary placement in a Centre for Children and Families, and 

the appointment of a guardian by the court. In cases where a child seeks international protection, asylum 

legislation also provides for representation within the asylum procedure. Taken together, these measures 

demonstrate that the Slovak system recognises the need for a dedicated protection response for children 

who arrive without parental care and that the issue is not absent from the legal framework. The 

framework should also be understood in line with international child-rights standards, especially the 

principle of the best interests of the child, the right to special protection and assistance, and the child’s 

right to be heard in all matters affecting them. However, the existence of a legal framework does not 

automatically guarantee consistency, timeliness, or quality in practice. The evidence gathered during the 

national capacity assessment and the Slovak roundtable indicates that the principal challenge in Slovakia 

is not the complete absence of legal norms, but rather the limited operational capacity of the system to 

translate those norms into stable, child-centred, and coordinated protection in everyday practice. 

In practical terms, the first phase of response usually functions more clearly than later stages of 

protection. Authorities are generally able to identify a child, secure immediate placement, and initiate 

the basic legal steps required under Slovak law. Yet once the immediate crisis phase has passed, the 

system becomes more fragmented. Children’s needs do not end with formal registration, emergency 

accommodation, or the appointment of a guardian; in most cases, this is only the starting point of a much 

more complex protection trajectory. Children may require legal support, psychosocial support, access 

to education, interpretation, health care, disability-related services, family tracing, and assistance in 

navigating administrative procedures. These needs often involve multiple institutions that operate 

according to different legal mandates, internal procedures, and timelines. As a result, the protective 

effect of the formal framework is weakened when cooperation is not sufficiently coordinated, when 

information does not travel effectively between systems, or when no single actor is clearly responsible 

for ensuring continuity of care. 

A key weakness identified in the Slovak context concerns delays and inconsistency in the appointment 

and functioning of guardianship. While the law provides for guardianship, the practical implementation 

of this role is often constrained by workload, uneven local practice, and the limited time guardians are 

able to devote to individual cases. Guardianship may therefore function more as a formal legal 

requirement than as an active and continuous mechanism of child protection. This distinction is crucial. 
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Effective guardianship requires more than representation in legal proceedings; it should include 

advocacy for the child’s best interests, meaningful communication with the child, support in 

accessing services, coordination with relevant institutions, and follow-up over time. When the 

guardian’s role is reduced mainly to administrative or procedural functions, there is a significant risk that 

the child’s broader needs remain insufficiently addressed. 

Another major issue in the Slovak system is the unclear treatment of children who are not formally 

categorised as unaccompanied, but who are in reality not receiving effective parental care. This includes, 

in particular, separated children travelling with extended relatives, informal carers, neighbours, family 

friends, or adults acting on the basis of a power of attorney. In the context of displacement from 

Ukraine, such situations have become especially relevant. Although these children may not always be 

recognised in practice as falling within the core target group of specialised guardianship procedures, 

they may still face substantial protection risks. The legal status of the accompanying adult may be 

unclear, decision-making authority may not be adequately formalised, and the child may encounter 

practical barriers related to residence registration, health coverage, education access, and access to 

social services. Stakeholders participating in the national roundtable emphasised that this grey zone 

creates one of the most serious blind spots in the Slovak system. In particular, the absence of an 

operationally recognised category and response framework for separated children weakens the 

system’s ability to identify vulnerability early and to activate clear safeguards in practice. The absence 

of a clear operational approach to separated children undermines early identification of vulnerability 

and may leave children outside a coherent and accountable protection pathway. 

The Slovak findings also point to limited standardisation across the territory and across institutions. 

Even where procedures formally exist, their practical application may vary depending on the region, 

the specific professionals involved, and the local availability of support services. This affects 

predictability and equality of access. Some children may benefit from proactive communication and 

good local cooperation between institutions, while others may experience repeated delays, uncertainty, 

and fragmented case handling. Such variability is particularly problematic in child-protection systems, 

where predictability, speed, and clarity of roles are essential. In this respect, the national discussion 

highlighted the need for a more binding and operationally usable framework that would go beyond 

general legal provisions and define concrete roles, time limits, referral steps, and minimum standards for 

cooperation. 

The gap between legal design and practical implementation is also visible in the area of information-

sharing and case continuity. Where children move between institutions or between different phases of 

procedure, continuity is not always guaranteed. There is no sufficiently integrated system that would 

allow all relevant actors to track, in a privacy-compliant way, the child’s pathway through protection, 

accommodation, legal procedures, school enrolment, health interventions, and follow-up support. This 

creates risks of duplication, gaps in communication, and, in some cases, the child effectively 

“disappearing” between systems or institutions. Participants in the national roundtable repeatedly 

stressed that the absence of a unified monitoring and tracking logic weakens not only efficiency, but 

accountability. When no single system captures the child’s trajectory and no single actor has a full picture, 

it becomes more difficult to identify delays, unresolved needs, or institutional failures. 

From a broader perspective, the Slovak system can therefore be described as legally present but 

operationally underdeveloped. It is able to respond at a formal level, but it does not yet function as a 

fully integrated child-protection system for unaccompanied and separated children. This distinction is 
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important because policy discussions sometimes focus too narrowly on whether the required legislation 

exists. The Slovak evidence shows that the central question is not merely legislative existence, but 

practical effectiveness: whether the system is capable of ensuring timely decisions, continuity of care, 

coordination between services, participation of the child, and long-term support adapted to different 

forms of vulnerability. The recommendations developed in this report respond precisely to this 

implementation gap. 

National guardianship system: modalities, roles, support services 

The Slovak guardianship system is primarily implemented through public institutions, especially through 

the child-protection structure linked to the OLSAF. More specifically, the main role is exercised through 

the OLSAF and related child-protection structures, which give the system a clear public and statutory 

basis. This gives the system a clear statutory anchor and preserves formal public responsibility for the 

protection of children. At the same time, the evidence gathered during the national assessment suggests 

that this model remains relatively narrow in its operational design. Guardianship is concentrated within 

one dominant institutional modality and is not supported by sufficiently diversified complementary 

arrangements, such as specialised individual guardians, community-supported guardianship models, or 

structured NGO-supported modalities operating under formal quality standards. As a result, the system’s 

capacity to adapt to changing needs, rising caseloads, or particularly complex cases remains limited. 

This concentration of responsibility would be less problematic if the existing guardianship model were 

strongly resourced and systematically supported. However, stakeholders consistently pointed to a 

combination of high workload, limited specialisation, and insufficient institutional backing. 

Guardians are expected to respond to complex legal, psychosocial, and practical needs, often in cases 

shaped by trauma, migration-related uncertainty, language barriers, and administrative complexity. Yet 

the support framework around them remains incomplete. In particular, the Slovak system still lacks a fully 

institutionalised model of mandatory initial training, continuous professional development, supervision, 

and mentoring specifically designed for guardianship of migrant children. Where training exists, it is 

often project-based, ad hoc, or dependent on external support rather than embedded as a mandatory 

and funded component of the system. 

This matters because guardianship is not a purely formal or procedural role. It requires a mix of legal 

knowledge, child-rights understanding, intercultural competence, communication skills, trauma-sensitive 

approaches, and the capacity to coordinate with multiple sectors. Guardians may need to support access 

to education, understand asylum or residence procedures, communicate through interpreters, recognise 

indicators of trafficking or exploitation, and respond appropriately when a child may have disability-

related needs or mental health concerns. Without specialised training and regular refreshers, the quality 

of guardianship becomes uneven and overly dependent on individual experience. The roundtable 

discussion strongly confirmed that the system needs a national minimum standard for training, 

alongside practical tools, templates, and real-case learning that can support guardians in day-to-

day decision-making. 

Equally important is the lack of structured supervision and mentoring. In many professional fields 

involving vulnerable children, supervision is regarded as a basic quality and safeguarding mechanism 

rather than an optional extra. In the Slovak context, however, it has not yet been sufficiently 

institutionalised in relation to guardianship. Stakeholders highlighted the need for both case-focused 

supervision and more reflective forms of professional support. Case-focused supervision can help 
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practitioners navigate difficult individual cases, clarify options, and reduce mistakes in complex situations. 

Team or process-oriented supervision can help address stress, prevent burnout, and support consistency 

of practice. Mentoring, especially for less experienced guardians, can further strengthen confidence and 

quality by connecting them to more experienced practitioners and enabling guided learning from real 

situations. The absence of these support structures weakens the system not only from the perspective of 

professional quality, but also from the perspective of sustainability: without support, overload increases 

and the capacity of the system to retain skilled practitioners diminishes. 

A further structural weakness concerns the limited monitoring and quality assurance of guardianship 

practice. At present, there is no sufficiently developed national mechanism to ensure that the quality of 

guardianship is regularly reviewed against clearly defined standards. This includes the absence of 

systematic monitoring indicators, limited evaluation of outcomes, and insufficiently accessible complaint 

or feedback pathways for children themselves. The issue is not merely administrative. If no quality 

assurance structure exists, then inconsistent practice can persist without being identified, analysed, or 

corrected. Children may experience different standards of support depending on where they are placed 

or which guardian is assigned to them, while institutions may have limited ability to learn from recurring 

problems. For this reason, stakeholders emphasised the need to move beyond reliance on goodwill and 

professional commitment alone and to build a more accountable system with standards, review functions, 

and child-sensitive feedback mechanisms. 

One of the most significant findings of the Slovak process is that disability and other intersectional 

vulnerabilities remain insufficiently visible within the current guardianship system. Although some 

children clearly present disability-related needs, neurodevelopmental differences, psychosocial 

difficulties, trauma-related symptoms, or multiple layers of disadvantage, these are not systematically 

identified, recorded, and linked to standardised referral pathways. In practice, disability may remain 

under-recognised for several reasons. Families or carers may avoid formal diagnostic procedures; 

categories of disability used in the country of origin may not correspond neatly to Slovak systems; 

institutions may lack confidence in assessing needs where language barriers are present; and service 

providers may not know how to adapt procedures for children with migration-related vulnerabilities. 

The consequence is not only under-detection, but also weak access to appropriate support. 

This problem is particularly acute in relation to education and health. A child may be formally enrolled 

in school but not receive adequate inclusion support, interpretation, or adapted educational 

pathways. Similarly, a child may have health or developmental needs that are not addressed early 

because no standard screening process links guardianship to relevant specialists, therapies, or early 

intervention services. The national discussion, therefore, highlighted that disability must not be treated 

as a peripheral or specialist issue. It must be integrated into the core architecture of guardianship through 

better screening, better data, better referral mechanisms, and stronger cooperation between 

guardianship, health, education, and social support systems. 

The same logic applies to broader intersectionality-informed protection. Children’s experiences are 

shaped not by a single factor, but by the interaction of age, legal status, language, trauma, disability, 

gender, displacement history, and family situation. A system that responds only to the category 

“unaccompanied child” in a narrow procedural sense will miss the complexity of actual needs. The Slovak 

recommendations, therefore, rightly move beyond a narrow legalistic understanding of guardianship 

and call for a more holistic model that links legal representation with care coordination, participation, 

monitoring, and access to services. 
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Overall, the Slovak guardianship system has a clear formal basis and an identifiable institutional home, 

which is an important strength. However, it remains underdeveloped in the elements that make 

guardianship effective in practice: training, supervision, monitoring, coordination, diversified capacity, 

and disability-sensitive referral structures. The system currently relies too heavily on formal designation 

and not enough on the professional and inter-institutional infrastructure needed to ensure that every child 

benefits from meaningful, continuous, and accountable protection. In this sense, strengthening 

guardianship in Slovakia requires not only legal or procedural adjustments but also sustained investment 

in professional capacity, operational coordination, and inclusive support pathways. For this reason, the 

recommendations in the following section focus not only on individual improvements, but on building the 

missing architecture around guardianship so that the role can function as a real mechanism of protection 

rather than only a formal procedural requirement. 
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Part II. The Guardianship System: 
Challenges and Recommendations 
System 
The recommendations below build on the findings of the Slovak national capacity assessment and on the 

validation and prioritisation process carried out during the national roundtable in Bratislava on 19 

November 2025. The roundtable brought together 24 participants from public institutions, international 

organisations, child-protection bodies, NGOs, guardians, and policy actors, and confirmed that the 

Slovak guardianship system requires reform in five interconnected areas: capacity and competence of 

guardians, legal and procedural clarity, inter-institutional coordination, sustainability of financing and 

service provision, and intersectionality-informed data and referral pathways. The recommendations are 

therefore designed not only as standalone proposals, but as elements of a coherent system-strengthening 

roadmap for Slovakia. 

Strengthening Guardianship through Training, Support, and 

Institutional Engagement 

Challenges 

● Guardians are overburdened and cannot provide meaningful individualised support, with 

caseloads often reported at 50–60 children. 

● Lack of mandatory specialised training (trauma, disability, supported decision-making, cultural 

sensitivity) and lack of structured mentoring/supervision. 

● Guardianship is treated as a formal administrative function without operational backing 

(resources, tools, professional support), which is particularly harmful in complex cases involving 

disability/trauma/separation. 

Recommendations 

R1. Institutionalise mandatory training and continuous professional development for guardians 

(with disability-sensitive modules). 

Purpose & scope: Ensure guardians have the competencies to protect rights and support development, 

especially in high-vulnerability cases (disability, trauma, trafficking risks). 

Implementation (how): 

1. Adopt a national minimum training standard (core + advanced modules). 

2. Require initial certification before taking cases, plus annual refreshers. 

3. Include practical decision tools (supported decision-making templates, referral maps, 

communication protocols, interpreting guidance). 
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Stakeholders & roles: 

● Central OLSAF / MoLSAF: standard-setting, accreditation, monitoring. 

● Universities / training providers + NGOs: delivery, case-based learning, materials. 

● Health/Education sectors: content on disability, inclusion, diagnostics pathways. 

Addressed to: MoLSAF + Central OLSAF.  

Best practice insight: Roundtable emphasised moving from ad hoc trainings to structured competence-

building linked to real practice barriers. 

R2. Establish a structured mentoring and supervision system. 

Purpose & scope: Prevent burnout, improve decision quality, and protect children by embedding 

accountability and learning into the system. 

Implementation (how): 

● Create two streams: (a) supervision of team functioning/processes; (b) supervision of complex 

child cases through case review sessions. 

● Introduce mentoring for newly appointed guardians and for “high-complexity” cases. 

● Use anonymised case learning and a good-practice repository (data-protected). 

Stakeholders & roles: Central OLSAF (sets the supervision framework and appoints a national focal 

point), regional/local OLSAF management – DoSLPoCaSCD units (assigns guardians to supervision 

groups and secures supervisors), professional associations/experienced practitioners (supervision pool), 

NGOs (good practice input). 

Addressed to: Central OLSAF + relevant ministries for cross-sector participation. 

Best practice insight: Stakeholders explicitly highlighted mentoring/supervision as missing pillars 

necessary for child protection outcomes. 

Legal and Policy Reform, Institutional strengthening, monitoring 

and evaluation 

Challenges 

● Only one formal guardianship modality (state-administered OLSAF); alternative models are not 

developed, reducing flexibility during surges (e.g., Ukraine refugee crisis). 

● Delays/inconsistencies in guardian appointment undermine the child’s right to representation 

during the most vulnerable period. 

● No monitoring/evaluation system, no structured performance review, and limited complaint 

mechanisms. 
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● Separated children remain legally/procedurally vulnerable due to a lack of recognition and 

inconsistent practice. 

Recommendations 

R3. Develop and adopt a binding “National Reference Framework” for guardianship. 

Purpose & scope: Create a shared operational standard across institutions: who does what, by when, 

with which tools, and how cases are handed over without losing information or accountability. 

Implementation (how): 

● Include: harmonised definitions (UAM vs separated children), screening steps, referral pathways, 

minimum documentation set, time limits for key actions, and quality indicators. 

● Embed protocols for information-sharing with privacy safeguards and clear roles (incl. Migration 

Office/MoI. 

Stakeholders & roles: 

● MoLSAF: owner of the framework, implementation guidance. 

● MoI/Migration Office: procedures affecting residence/status/appointments. 

● MoH/MoERDY: disability and inclusion protocols. 

● Municipalities/NGOs: practical feasibility feedback and service mapping. 

Addressed to: Government-level inter-ministerial mechanism led by Ministry of Labour. 

Best practice insight: Roundtable recommended a concise, usable reference document rather than long 

strategy papers (“must be practical, with protocols and time limits”). 

R4. Establish a national guardianship quality assurance mechanism  

Purpose & scope: Ensure safeguards against neglect/unfitness and raise overall system reliability. 

Implementation (how): 

● Set minimum service standards (contact frequency, documentation, child participation). 

● Create a review function (regular audits + triggered reviews). 

● Establish child-friendly complaint pathways with interpretation support. 

Stakeholders: Central OLSAF (quality unit), Ombudsperson/child protection bodies, NGOs providing 

child-friendly access, interpretation services. 

Addressed to: Central OLSAF + MoLSAF. 
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Coordination and Participation in the guardianship system 

Challenges 

● Responsibilities are fragmented across ministries with no central case management, no shared 

data infrastructure, and no coordinated service planning (especially for disability-related 

needs). 

● Cases restart across institutions, and children can become untraceable due to relocations or a 

lack of information transfer. 

● Lack of a single accountable professional for the child’s overall life situation (beyond legal acts). 

Recommendations 

R5. Introduce “Case Manager / Single Responsible Person” for every child (from identification to 

durable solution, including transition at 18+).  

Purpose & scope: Ensure continuity, coordinated planning, and accountability across services and life 

stages (health, education, social support, residence status). 

Implementation: 

● Assign case manager at first contact (including temporary “rolling guardian” until court 

appointment where needed). 

● Require periodic case conferences (multi-disciplinary, documented action plan). 

● Include transition planning for age 18 (housing, education, legal status). 

Stakeholders: DoSLPoCaSCD, Centres for Children and Families, schools, health providers, Migration 

Office, municipalities, NGOs (service navigation). 

Addressed to: MOLSAF + Central OLSAF (with inter-ministerial agreement). 

Best practice insight: Roundtable repeatedly stressed the need for one person responsible for the 

child’s “real life situation,” not only formal representation. 

R6. Establish an inter-ministerial operational coordination group with executive capacity.  

Purpose & scope: Move from occasional coordination meetings to a body that can implement decisions 

(protocols, resources, data governance).  

Implementation: quarterly strategic meeting + monthly operational working group; publish action log; 

assign owners and deadlines.  

Addressed to: Government/ministries (MoLSAF as lead; MoI/MoH/MoERDaY as core members). 
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Sustainability of a multi-level guardianship system 

Challenges 

● Heavy reliance on NGOs for critical support (interpretation, escort, counselling), often 

underfunded, geographically uneven, and not systemically integrated; services fluctuate with 

donor funding. 

● Stakeholders flagged that emergency-era funding decreased sharply, threatening continuity of 

support structures. 

Recommendations 

R7. Adopt a sustainable financing model with clear division of responsibilities: State = core 

guarantees; NGOs = complementary services. 

Purpose & scope: Secure continuity of essential functions (guardianship support, interpretation, disability-

sensitive pathways) independent of project cycles. 

Implementation (how): 

● Define a “core package” financed by the state (training, supervision, case management, 

essential interpretation, disability screening and referral coordination). 

● Contract NGOs for complementary/innovative services via multi-year agreements with 

performance indicators. 

● Use existing “support points”/service hubs as anchors for service navigation and coordination 

where relevant. 

Stakeholders: MoLSAF (budget owner), municipalities (local coordination), NGOs (delivery), donors/EU 

funds (transition funding). 

Addressed to: MoLSAF + MoF (budgeting). 

 

R8. Pilot diversified guardianship modalities to increase capacity and resilience. 

Purpose & scope: Reduce overload and improve child-centred outcomes by introducing trained 

individual/community/NGO-supported guardian models alongside OLSAF. 

Implementation: select 1–2 regions for pilots; define selection criteria, training/certification, supervision, 

and M&E, scale based on evaluation. 

Best practice insight: Roundtable referenced comparative examples (e.g., models combining 

state/private roles) as inspiration for feasible diversification. 
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Intersectionality-informed data collection 

Challenges 

● Disability is not systematically identified, recorded, or tracked among migrant children; there is 

no registry or structured dataset to plan services. 

● Data categories and disability assessments may be incompatible across systems (e.g., recognition 

of Ukrainian categories/diagnostics), and families may avoid diagnostics due to fear of school 

refusal. 

● No shared data infrastructure and no monitoring/evaluation tools for disability-related needs 

in guardianship cases. 

Recommendations 

R9. Create a unified, privacy-compliant child tracking and guardianship monitoring system (with 

disability-sensitive variables) 

Purpose & scope: Prevent children “falling through the cracks,” enable continuity across 

institutions/relocations, and make needs visible for planning. 

Implementation (how): 

● Assign a unique identifier used across social protection, centres, education and (where lawful) 

migration-related procedures. 

● Include core intersectionality variables: disability status (screening-based), language needs, 

trauma indicators, schooling access, safeguarding risks. 

● Establish data governance: lawful bases, role-based access, audit logs, and safe information 

transfer protocols. 

Stakeholders: Central OLSAF (system owner), MoLSAF (overall governance), MoI/Migration Office 

(status-related data interface), MoH (health/disability data standards), MoE (education data standards), 

schools/health providers (inputs), Data Protection Authority (compliance). 

Addressed to: MoLSAF (lead) + inter-ministerial coordination group. 

 

R10. Standardise disability screening and referral pathways (early intervention, inclusive education, 

therapies) with interpretation support.  

Purpose & scope: Make disability support real in practice: earlier identification + faster access to 

services; reduce exclusion from schools and missed interventions. 

Implementation: adopt a minimum screening protocol; ensure interpreter availability; map referral 

networks; provide guardians with a practical “service navigation” toolkit. 

Best practice insight: Stakeholders emphasised the need to add disability as a standard statistical 

category and to resolve incompatibilities between systems. 
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The European Guardianship System 

Challenges 

● Slovakia’s system is formally aligned with international obligations, yet operational gaps 

(delays, lack of monitoring, fragmented services) persist, especially for children with disabilities 

and separated children. 

● Cross-border learning exists mainly informally; systematic exchange of good practices and 

anonymised case learning is limited. 

Recommendations 

R11. Establish structured EU-level peer learning and anonymised case knowledge exchange. 

● Build a repository of anonymised good practices and case management pathways, linked to 

training and supervision. 

● Use it as a webinar backbone: what works, what fails, and how to implement protocols under 

constraints. 
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Conclusion: Roadmap to implementation 

Summary of key challenges and findings 

This report examined the Slovak guardianship system for unaccompanied migrant children on the basis 

of the national capacity assessment and the national roundtable process. The findings confirm that 

Slovakia has a formally established legal and institutional framework for the protection and 

representation of unaccompanied children. At the same time, the evidence gathered through stakeholder 

consultation shows that important challenges remain in the practical implementation of the system. The 

main difficulty lies not only in the existence of legal provisions, but in the limited operational capacity of 

the system to ensure continuity, coordination, accountability, and child-centred support in practice. 

Across the national assessment and roundtable discussions, several key areas of concern were consistently 

identified. First, guardianship is exercised within a rigid, single-modality state-administered system that 

is affected by high caseloads, limited flexibility, and insufficient support structures. Second, delays and 

inconsistencies in the appointment and functioning of guardians create protection gaps, particularly 

during the early stages of the child’s pathway. Third, training, mentoring, and supervision are not 

institutionalised as mandatory and continuous components of the guardianship system. Fourth, monitoring, 

evaluation, and complaint mechanisms remain underdeveloped, which weakens quality assurance and 

accountability. Fifth, coordination across institutions is fragmented and often depends on ad hoc 

cooperation rather than stable operational mechanisms. Finally, the needs of separated children and 

children with disabilities or other intersectional vulnerabilities are not yet sufficiently reflected in data 

systems, referral pathways, and practical procedures. These challenges reduce the system’s capacity to 

function as a coherent and inclusive child-protection mechanism. 

Urgency and importance of the recommendations 

Stakeholder consultations in Slovakia confirmed that the current moment represents an important 

opportunity to strengthen the guardianship system in a more systematic and sustainable manner. The 

legal and institutional foundations are already in place, but without targeted follow-up measures, the 

gap between formal obligations and everyday implementation is likely to persist. The recommendations 

presented in this report, therefore, focus on practical and achievable measures that respond directly to 

the challenges identified through the national assessment and roundtable process. 

Their importance lies not only in improving procedural efficiency but also in strengthening the overall 

protective function of the system. A more consistent and better supported guardianship framework can 

reduce delays, improve continuity of care, strengthen accountability, and ensure that children’s needs 

are identified and addressed earlier. This is particularly important for children facing multiple and 

intersecting vulnerabilities, including children with disabilities, separated children, and children arriving 

under temporary protection or informal care arrangements. In this sense, investing in stronger 

guardianship is not only a matter of legal compliance but also a necessary condition for more effective 

child protection, social inclusion, and better long-term outcomes for children. 
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Priority actions for decision-makers 

Based on the Slovak findings, several priority actions should guide national implementation. First, 

guardianship should be strengthened as a professional and supported role through mandatory training, 

continuous professional development, and structured mentoring and supervision. Second, a binding 

National Reference Framework should be developed in order to define key concepts, institutional roles, 

referral pathways, indicators, and time limits for action. Third, stronger quality assurance and 

accountability mechanisms should be introduced, including monitoring, review functions, and accessible 

complaint pathways. 

Fourth, coordination across sectors should be improved through an inter-ministerial operational 

mechanism with executive capacity and through the introduction of a case manager or a single 

responsible person for every child in order to strengthen continuity across procedures and services. Fifth, 

Slovakia should develop a unified, privacy-compliant child tracking and guardianship monitoring system 

that would improve visibility of the child’s pathway across institutions and support better follow-up. Sixth, 

disability-sensitive and intersectionality-informed pathways should be built into the system through 

standardised screening, stronger referral mechanisms, and better cooperation between guardianship, 

education, health, and social services. Finally, long-term sustainability should be addressed through 

clearer state responsibility for core guardianship functions and more stable financing arrangements, 

while recognising the complementary role of non-governmental actors. 

Conclusions 

Overall, the Slovak findings suggest that the future development of the guardianship system should be 

guided by the objective of ensuring that guardianship functions in practice as an effective, coordinated, 

and inclusive child-protection mechanism. This requires not only formal procedures, but also operational 

clarity, professional support, reliable monitoring, and stronger continuity across the child’s pathway. If 

implemented in a consistent and adequately supported manner, the recommendations proposed in this 

report can contribute significantly to strengthening the Slovak guardianship system and to ensuring that 

all unaccompanied and separated children receive timely, appropriate, and child-centred protection. 
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Table of recommendations 
 

Key-dimension Challenges Recommendations Key 
stakeholders 

Best practices  

 

 

Strengthening 

Guardianship 

through Training, 

Support, and 

Institutional 

Engagement 

 

Overload; no 

mandatory 

training 

R1. Institutionalise 

mandatory training + 

continuous professional 

development for 

guardians (with 

disability-sensitive 

modules) 

MoLSAF Central 

OLSAF, training 

providers/univer

sities, NGOs, 

health/education 

actors 

mandatory 

induction + 

refresher mode 

No 

mentoring/su

pervision 

R2. Establish a structured 

mentoring and 

supervision system (case-

focused + team/process-

focused) 

MoLSAF Central 

OLSAF, training 

providers/univer

sities, NGOs, 

health/education 

actors 

structured 

supervision + 

anonymised case 

learning 

(roundtable 

emphasis) 

 

 

 

 

Legal and Policy 

Reform, 

Institutional 

strengthening, 

monitoring and 

evaluation 

Single 

modality; 

appointment 

delays 

R3. Develop and adopt 

a binding “National 

Reference Framework” 

for guardianship 

(definitions, protocols, 

indicators, time limits),  

ministries + 

Central OLSAF + 

child protection 

bodies 

“reference 

framework” as 

concise, practical 

tool (roundtable) 

No 

M&E/complai

nts 

R4. Establish a national 

guardianship quality 

assurance mechanism 

(standards + review + 

complaints) 

ministries + 

Central OLSAF + 

child protection 

bodies 

standards + 

review + child-

friendly complaint 

channels 

Coordination and 

Participation in the 

guardianship 

system 

No case 

manager; 

Weak 

handovers; 

children 

untraceable 

R5. Introduce “Case 

Manager / Single 

Responsible Person” for 

every child (from 

identification to durable 

solution, including 

transition at 18+) 

OLSAF, 

MoI/Migration 

Office, Centres, 

municipalities, 

NGOs 

case conferences 

+ single 

responsible person 

(roundtable) 

Fragmentatio

n across 

institutions 

R6. Establish an inter-

ministerial operational 

OLSAF, 

MoI/Migration 

Office, Centres, 

operational 

coordination with 
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coordination group with 

executive capacity 

municipalities, 

NGOs 

named 

responsibilities 

 

 

 

Sustainability of a 

multi-level 

guardianship 

system 

 

Donor-

dependence; 

NGOs filling 

core gaps; 

instability of 

services 

R7. Adopt a sustainable 

financing model with 

clear division of 

responsibilities: State = 

core guarantees; NGOs 

= complementary 

services,  

 

MoLSAF + MoF 

+ municipalities 

+ NGOs 

diversification 

models referenced 

as inspiration in 

discussion 

Single 

modality; 

limited 

flexibility 

R8. Pilot diversified 

guardianship modalities 

to increase capacity and 

resilience 

MoLSAF + MoF 

+ municipalities 

+ NGOs 

diversification 

models tested 

under quality 

standards 

 

 

 

 

 

Intersectionality-

informed data 

collection 

 

Disability 

invisible; 

incompatibilit

y of 

categories 

R9. Create a unified, 

privacy-compliant child 

tracking and 

guardianship monitoring 

system (with disability-

sensitive variables),  

Central OLSAF, 

ministries, 

schools/health 

providers, DPA 

adding disability 

category to 

statistics; 

harmonising 

definitions 

(roundtable) 

No standard 

referral 

pathway, no 

shared data 

infrastructure 

R10. Standardise 

disability screening and 

referral pathways (early 

intervention, inclusive 

education, therapies) 

with interpretation 

support 

Central OLSAF, 

ministries, 

schools/health 

providers, DPA 

harmonised 

screening + 

referral logic 

The European 

Guardianship 

System 

limited 

structured 

cross-country 

exchange; 

fragmented 

transfer of 

practice; 

weak access 

to tested 

tools/models 

from other 

countries 

R11. Establish structured 

EU-level peer learning 

and anonymised case 

knowledge exchange 

GUIDE partners, 

national 

guardianship 

authorities, 

Central OLSAF, 

training 

providers, EU-

level child-rights 

and disability 

actors 

peer learning 

webinars + 

anonymised case 

exchange + 

transfer of 

practical 

tools/protocols 

between countries 

 


